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Response to Comment G25-14
The commenter suggests that selection of lands for implementation of
water conservation measures and fallowing should be based on the
level of contribution of these lands to contaminant loadings. However,
evidence suggests that the level of contaminant loading in a particular
area is more dependent on management practices than on local land
characteristics, particularly when the constituents of concern are salinity
and selenium. In the case of the IID Service Area, the source of these
contaminants is the Colorado River supply water rather than the
leaching of the local soils. Therefore, implementation of water
conservation measures are likely to have similar overall contaminant
loading implications regardless of the specific location of
implementation.

Response to Comment G25-15
The commenter is correct in stating that the definition of the Salton Sea
subregion in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR/EIS is defined as
"The Salton Sea and its shoreline back to 0.5 feet around the Sea." The
commenter is also correct in stating that Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS
only defines the Salton Sea subregion as the "Salton Sea." The text in
the Executive Summary and Chapter 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been
revised to read that the definition of the Salton Sea subregion is "The
Salton Sea and its existing shoreline at the time that the NOP for the
Draft EIR/EIS was published with a 0.5 mile setback around the Sea."
This change is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in subsections 1.3 and
Executive Summary under Section 4.2, Text Revisions. Also note that
Chapter 1 in the Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that the region of influence
within each subregion could vary depending on the environmental
resource being considered.
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Response to Comment G25-16
SWRCB has considered the issue of whether the public trust doctrine
requires that agricultural drainage water be supplied to the Salton Sea:
"The public trust doctrine is based upon the state's ownership of
navigable waterways and underlying lands as trustee for the benefit of
the people. (Citation omitted.) Upon its admission to the Union in 1850,
California acquired title as trustee to navigable waterways and
underlying lands. (Citation omitted.) No such title or public trust
easement was acquired to the property underlying the present Salton
Sea since the Sea was not created until 1905. Therefore, regardless of
the extent to which the public trust doctrine may or may not apply to an
artificial body of water, it is apparent that the doctrine does not justify
continued inundation of property to which no public trust easement
attaches." SWRCB Order 84-12, footnote 1.

Response to Comment G25-17
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-18
The Draft EIR/EIS complies fully with CEQA and NEPA in its
description of alternatives and in its analysis of the impacts of the
alternatives. The commenter notes that 50 pages are used to describe
the Proposed Project and only 4 pages are used to define the No
Project Alternative and other Project Alternatives. For this project, this
approach is appropriate because each of the Project Alternatives
consists of elements of the Proposed Project. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4
are each designed to reduce the impacts of the Proposed Project and
are either reduced in amount of conservation or they evaluate different
methods of conservation that would reduce impacts. Therefore, the
alternative descriptions refer to the description of the Proposed Project
and only indicate how each alternative is different. Therefore, fewer
pages are required. For the description of the No Project Alternative,
fewer pages are necessary because fewer actions/construction are
involved inherently. An adequate description of what is reasonably
expected to occur in the foreseeable future, if the Proposed Project
were not to occur is provided.
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Response to Comment G25-19
The No Project Alternative assumes that neither the IID/SDCWA
Transfer Agreement nor QSA would be implemented. The QSA is a
multi-party settlement agreement which accommodates a number of
different programs and projects in an effort to resolve a variety of
disputed issues and to balance the competing needs of the participating
agencies. If the overall agreement reflected in the QSA is not finalized
and implemented, certain component projects, which have already
been assessed under CEQA and/or NEPA, could proceed as separate
projects. The ISG has already been fully assessed under NEPA and a
Record of Decision was approved by Reclamation and published in
January 2001. The 1988 IID/MWD Agreement (previously assessed
under CEQA and implemented) would continue in effect under the No
Project Alternative. The AAC and Coachella Canal lining projects could
also proceed based on the Final EIS/EIR for each of these projects,
although, as noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, state funding could be
jeopardized. Other component projects of the QSA could proceed only
after appropriate compliance with CEQA and/or NEPA.

Response to Comment G25-20
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment G25-21
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment G25-22
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Selenium
Mitigation in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-23
A revised HCP alternative has been selected to mitigate biological
impacts to the Salton Sea. For more information, please refer to the
Master Response on Biology -Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment G25-24
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-25
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology—Impact Determination
for Fish in the Salton Sea in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment G25-26
Potentially significant impacts to desert pupfish would be avoided or
mitigated by implementing the measures described in the Desert
Pupfish Conservation Strategy (see Section 3.7.2 of the draft HCP).
Impacts on pelicans and other piscivorous birds due to a reduction in
fish abundance are discussed under Impact BR-46. The Proposed
Project would accelerate the changes in fish abundance and the
subsequent response of piscivorous birds by about 11 years relative to
the Baseline. The earlier occurrence of adverse effects to piscivorous
birds is considered a significant but avoidable impact of the water
conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project.
Implementation of the HCP component of the Proposed Project would
reduce this impact to less than significant (see Impact BR-52). See the
Master Response on Biology-Approaches to Salton Sea Conservation
Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-27
The text has been revised to state "Impacts associated with a decline in
the elevation are discussed in Sections 3.2 Biological Resources, 3.3
Geology and Soils, 3.6 Recreation, 3.7 Air Quality, and 3.11
Aesthetics." Impacts to biological resources from reductions in water
surface elevation of the Salton Sea are evaluated under Impacts BR -
42, 48, and 49.

Response to Comment G25-28
The comment correctly recognizes the uncertainty regarding the salinity
tolerance and the ultimate threshold for fish survival at the Salton Sea.
It is acknowledged that the ecological complexity and the dynamic
nature of the Salton Sea ecosystem complicate future predictions. This
uncertainty is characterized in the Draft EIR/EIS under Impact BR - 45
and in the HCP in Section 3.3.1.1. Table 3.2-43 (based on Hagar and
Garcia 1988) presents the qualitative predictions of the sequence of
biological events that would occur as the Sea increases in salinity.
While the actual threshold for fish in the Salton Sea is in question, the
best available information suggests that a decline in tilapia reproduction
will occur at a salinity of approximately 60 ppt. Under the revised
approach to the mitigating impacts at the Salton Sea, IID, in
coordination with USFWS and CDFG, expanded the level of mitigation
(i.e., agreed to provide water to the Sea for a longer period) to account
for this uncertainty and to provide additional protection to the resource.
Please see the Master Response for Biology Approach to Salton Sea
Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS for
additional information on how this uncertainty was addressed.
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Response to Comment G25-29
The comment correctly identifies water temperature as an important
determinant of fish health. While the EIR/EIS focuses on salinity as the
most likely factor influencing the ability of the fishery to be sustained in
the Salton Sea, water temperature also could contribute alone or
synergistically to rendering the Sea unsuitable for fish. Under the Salton
Sea Conservation Strategy, no reduction in inflow attributable to the
water conservation and transfer project would occur until after 2030,
when fish are not projected to remain in the Salton Sea under the
Baseline. Thus, this strategy would avoid water temperature and other
potential effects to fish attributable to water conservation and transfer.
See the Master Response for Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-30
The distance that the nearshore area extends is correctly identified in
the HCP (page 3-4 of Appendix C) as 1,970 feet. Page 2-49 of the Draft
HCP (Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS) incorrectly lists this distance as
6,458 feet (600 meters). The 600 meter distance is correct, but the
translation to feet has been changed to reflect the correct conversion.
This change is indicated in Attachment A, Habitat Conservation Plan, of
this Final EIR/EIS.

There is no reason to expect that basic processes of uptake and
precipitation that serve to limit water-borne selenium concentrations in
the Sea will be significantly altered by the projected increase in salinity.
Selenium that enters the Sea is quickly reduced to selenite and
incorporated into fine sediments and settled biomass (Setmire and
Schoeder 1998). Such bacterial reduction processes will not be
eliminated by projected increases in selenium (see response to
Comment R5-74). As the food web of the Sea simplifies and predatory
sport fish are reduced or eliminated, the risk of human exposure to
elevated selenium levels in sport fish would likely be reduced.

It is noted under Impact BR-45 that "Tilapia could persist if the deltas
provide lower salinity environments." While it is true that the highest
densities of tilapia have been noted in the nearshore and delta areas at
the mouths of the rivers, there is no evidence that this density would
increase with increasing salinity in the Sea or result in higher avian
mortality.
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Response to Comment G25-31
The unvegetated areas classified as adjacent wetlands in the Salton
Sea database likely represent areas of partial inundation and seepage
and function as mudflats and shallow water areas around the Sea. The
potential impacts to mudflat and shallow water habitat are discussed
under Impact BR-49 and are determined to be less than significant.
Also see the response to Comment G25-82.

Impacts on pelicans and other piscivorous birds due to a reduction in
fish abundance are discussed under Impact BR-46. The Proposed
Project would accelerate the changes in fish abundance and the
subsequent response of piscivorous birds relative to the Baseline. The
earlier occurrence of adverse effects to piscivorous birds is considered
a significant, but avoidable, impact of the water conservation and
transfer component of the Proposed Project. Implementation of the
HCP component of the Proposed Project would avoid this impact. See
the Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-32
Comment noted. Specific comments presented by Dr. Nils Warnock
have been delineated and responses are provided. Please refer to
responses given for Comments G25-33 through G25-45.
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